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DECISION ON PRELIMINARY MOTIONS AND JUDGMENT 



A. Introduction 

This interference was declared on April 17, 2002. Van Engelen has filed preliminary 
motions 1-3 under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) for judgment against Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 
and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, ^ 1 for lack of written description support for 
certain claim terms, or alternatively that claims 2 and 8 are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, U 2, 
or that there is no interference-in-fact (Papers 41-43). Van Engelen has filed a preliminary 
motion 4 under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) for judgment against Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 and 
8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, f 1 for failing to provide an enabling disclosure for 
those claims (Paper 44). Van Engelen has filed a preliminary motion 6, attacking the benefit 
accorded Lee (Paper 46). Van Engelen has also filed preliminary motion 5 for judgment against 
Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), based on 
an on sale bar (Paper 45). 

In Lee preliminary motion 2\ Lee requests that van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 be 
designated as corresponding to the count (Paper 36). Lee has filed three preliminary motions 
(preliminary motions 3, 5 and 6) under 37 CFR § 1.633(a), seeking judgment against van 
Engelen on the ground that all of van Engelen's involved claims and claims 4, 7 and 10 that Lee 
seeks to designate as corresponding to the count are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102/103 
based on various prior art (Papers 37, 39 and 40). Lee has filed preliminary motion 4 seeking to 
be accorded the benefit of one earlier, and two subsequently filed Lee applications (Paper 38). 
Lee has filed contingent preliminary motions to (1) add claims 9-18 to its involved application 
and to designate those claims as corresponding to the count (Paper 55), (2) substitute a count for 

1 Lee miscellaneous motion 1 to disqualify van Engelen's counsel was denied (Paper 31). 



the present count (Paper 56), and (3) be accorded benefit of the new count (Paper 57). According 
to the junior party van Engelen's preliminary statement, van Engelen does not allege a date that is 
earlier than the senior party Lee's effective filing date (Paper 47). 

Oral argument was held on 29 April 2003. During oral argument counsel for van Engelen 
withdrew van Engelen preliminary motion 4 (Paper 102 at 84, line 25 to page 86, line 2). 

For the reasons that follow, van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3, 5 and 6 are denied . 
Lee preliminary motion 2 is granted . Van Engelen preliminary motion 4 and Lee preliminary 
motions 3-9 are dismissed , and judgment is entered against van Engelen. 

B. Findings of fact 

1. Van Engelen is involved on the basis of Patent 5,953,105 ('105), granted 14 
September 1999, based on application 08/776,418, filed 30 January 1997. 

2. Van Engelen has been accorded benefit for the purpose of priority of 
PCT/IB96/00383, filed 29 April 1996. 

3. Lee is involved on the basis of application 09/449,763, filed 26 November 1999. 

4. Lee has been accorded benefit for the purpose of priority of application 09/192,153, 
filed 12 November 1998 and application 08/416,558, filed 4 April 1995. 

5. Van Engelen real party in interest is ASML Netherlands, B.V. (Paper 9). 

6. Lee real party in interest is Nikon Corporation (Paper 4). 





7. Count 1, the sole count of the interference, is as follows: 



Claim 2 of 09/449,763 



or 



Claim 2 of 5,953, 105 



8. Lee claim 2 is as follows: 

2. A positioning device comprising an object table, a sub-system for processing an 
object to be placed on the object table, a drive unit for displacing the object table relative 
to the sub-system, and a measuring system for measuring a position of the object table 
relative to the sub-system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to 
a first frame of the positioning device, while the measuring system comprises a stationary 
part and a movable part which is fastened to the object table for cooperation with the 
stationary part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part of the 
measuring system is fastened to a second frame of the positioning device which is 
dynamically isolated from the first frame, and in that the sub-system is fastened to the 
second frame. 

9. Claim 2 of van Engelen depends from van Engelen claim 1. Van Engelen claim 1 and 
van Engelen claim 2 are as follows: 

1 . A positioning device comprising an object table, a sub-system for processing an 
object to be placed on the object table, a drive unit for displacing the object table relative 
to the sub-system, and a measuring system for measuring a position of the object table 
relative to the sub-system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to 
a machine frame of the positioning device, while the measuring system comprises a 
stationary part and a movable part which is fastened to the object table for cooperation 
with the stationary part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part 
of the measuring system is fastened to a reference frame of the positioning device which 
is dynamically isolated from the machine frame. 

2. A positioning device as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the sub-system is 
fastened to the reference frame. 

10. The claims of the parties are: 



Van Engelen: 
Lee: 



1-11 
1-8 
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1 1 . The claims of the parties which correspond to Count 1 are: 



Van Engelen: 
Lee: 



1-3, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 11 
1-8 



12. The claims of the parties which do not correspond to Count 1 are: 



Van Engelen: 
Lee: 



none 



4, 7, and 10 



13. The level of ordinary skill in the art is defined by the prior art of record. 
C. Decision 

Van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3 

Van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3 are for judgment against Lee on the basis that Lee's 
claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112, f 1, or are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12, If 2, or that there is no interference-in-fact. As the movant van Engelen bears the burden to 
demonstrate that it is entitled to the relief sought. 37 CFR § 1.637(a). 

Written Description 

Van Engelen argues that Lee's specification fails to provide support for (1) a second 
frame that is "dynamically isolated" from a first frame (motion 1), (2) a stationary part of the 
drive unit that is fastened to a first frame (motion 2), and (3) a stationary part of the measuring 
system fastened to the second frame (motion 3). 

Lee original claims 1 and 4, filed per a preliminary amendment on the day the '763 
application was filed, recite all of the limitations that van Engelen asserts are not described in 
Lee's specification. Lee claim 2 was amended to be in independent form, but includes all of the 
original language in original claims 1 and 2. Lee claim 8 was amended to be in independent 
form, but includes all of the original language in original claims 4 and 8. 



It is well established that original claims, in unamended form are a part of the original 
specification as filed. See In re Roller. 613 F.2d 819, 823, 204 USPQ 702, 706 (CCPA 1980); In 
re Gardner, 475 F.2d 1389, 1391, 177 USPQ 396, 397 (CCPA 1973). To the extent that van 
Engelen is relying on the specification of Lee's parent applications to make the argument that the 
involved Lee specification does not provide written description support for Lee claims 2 and 8 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, that is improper. See Reiffin v. Microsoft . 214 F.3d 
1342, 1346, 54 USPQ2d 1915, 1918 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Accordingly, that portion of van 
Engelen's preliminary motions 1-3 seeking judgment against Lee on the basis that Lee's involved 
claims 2 and 8 lack written description support under 35 U.S.C. §112, 1f 1 is denied . 

Indefiniteness 

Van Engelen additionally argues that Lee's claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 
U.S.C. §112, Tf 2. Van Engelen argues that should the board determine that Lee's claims 2 and 8 
are ambiguous, any attempt to resolve the ambiguity only emphasizes the inconsistency between 
the claim language and the '763 specification (motions 1 and 2 at 15, motion 3 at 17). 

Van Engelen makes no real attempt to explain or prove that the involved claims 2 and 8 
are ambiguous in the first place. Van Engelen seems to invite the panel to make an independent 
determination that the claims are ambiguous. We decline the invitation. It is the role of advocate, 
not judge, to present a detailed analysis as to why the claims are, on their face, ambiguous. Van 
Engelen bases the rest of its discussion on a presumption that the claims are ambiguous, and 
discusses why Lee's involved specification fails to resolve the ambiguity. However, even that 
analysis is flawed. 
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Van Engelen argues that Lee's application is devoid of a (1) discussion of how the frames 
are "dynamically isolated" from one another (motion 1), (2) description of a stationary part of 
the measuring system that is fastened to the second frame (motion 3), or (3) description of a 
stationary part of the drive unit that is fastened to the reaction frame (motion 2). In essence, Van 
Engelen argues that Lee's claims 2 and 8 are not enabled or described, and thus are indefinite. 
However, the written description requirement and the enablement requirement are separate and 
distinct from the definiteness requirement. "Definiteness and enablement are analytically distinct 
requirements." Process Control Corp. v. HvdReclaim Corp.. 190 F.3d 1350, 1358 n.2, 52 
USPQ2d 1029, 1034 n.2 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Even if the written description does not enable the 
claim, the claim language itself may still be definite. Union Pac. Res. Co. v. Chesapeake Energy 
Corp., 236 F.3d 684, 692, 57 USPQ2d 1293, 1297 (Fed. Cir. 2001). Since van Engelen has 
failed to apply the correct standard and sufficiently demonstrate that Lee claims 2 and 8 are 
indefinite, this part of van Engelen motions 1-3 is denied . 
No interference-in-fact 
Van Engelen argues that if Lee's claims are definite and are supported by Lee's 
specification, then there is no interference-in-fact between Lee and van Engelen. Van Engelen, 
in its preliminary motion 1, page 17, argues that Lee's claims should be interpreted such that the 
"dynamically isolated" frames are physically isolated frames, which is in contrast with van 
Engelen's "dynamically isolated" frames which are physically interconnected with a dynamic 
isolator. Likewise, in its preliminary motions 2 and 3, van Engelen argues that when the van 
Engelen and Lee claims are interpreted in light of the respective specifications, the parties' 
claims are limited by their respective specifications, which describe different architecture for the 




(1) stationary part of the measuring system that is fastened to the second frame and (2) stationary 
part of the drive unit that is fastened to the machine frame (motion 2 at 17 and motion 3 at 19). 
Van Engelen, in interpreting the nearly identical involved claims, proposes to import limitations 
into the respective parties' claims. The specific structure that van Engelen imports from the 
respective specifications is not recited in the parties' claims. For example, Lee claim 2 recites a 
relationship between two frames - that the frames are dynamically isolated, and not a specific 
structure, as further discussed infra. 

In any event, van Engelen fails to sufficiently demonstrate that even if the respective 
parties' claims require the structure van Engelen urges that they do, that there is no interference- 
in-fact. Van Engelen argues that "assuming that the '763 application is prior art to the ' 105 
patent, the disclosure in the '763 application does not anticipate or render obvious van Engelen's 
'105 patent. Likewise, the * 105 patent does not anticipate or render obvious the properly 
construed claims of the '763 application" (motions 1 and 2 at 17, motion 3 at 19). Van 
Engelen's conclusory statement falls far short from providing a detailed analysis required to 
demonstrate that there is no interference-in-fact. 

Van Engelen must demonstrate that no one claim of Lee claims the same patentable 
invention as any one claim of van Engelen, or that no one claim of van Engelen claims the same 
patentable invention as any one claim of Lee. 

The definition of "same patentable invention" is set out in 37 CFR § 1.601(n) and is as 
follows: 

Invention "A" is the same patentable invention as an invention "B" when invention "A" 
is the same as (35 U.S.C. 102) or is obvious (35 U.S.C. 103) in view of invention "B" 
assuming invention "B" is prior art with respect to invention "A". Invention "A" is a 
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separate patentable invention with respect to invention "B" when invention "A" is new 
(35 U.S.C. 102) and non-obvious (35 U.S.C. 103) in view of invention "B" assuming 
invention "B" is prior art with respect to invention "A". 



The proper analysis in determining that there is an interference-in-fact between the 
parties' claims is a two-way "same patentable invention" analysis. The claimed invention of 
Party A is presumed to be prior art vis-a-vis Party B and vice versa. See Eli Lilly v. Regents of 
the Univ. Wash., 334 F.3d 1264, 67 USPQ2d 1 161 (Fed. Cir. 2003). 

The proper analysis then in determining that there is no interference-in-fact between the 
parties' claims is a one-way analysis. Thus, van Engelen need only demonstrate that (1) no one 
claim of Lee anticipates or renders obvious a claim of van Engelen or (2) no one claim of van 
Engelen anticipates or renders obvious a claim of Lee. The moving party should discuss the 
relevant prior art and explain why the prior art does not teach or suggest the modifications of the 
one party's claims (e.g., van Engelen's claims) in view of the other party's claims (e.g., Lee's 
claims). 

Van Engelen makes no meaningful attempt to explain why Lee's claims are separately 
patentable in view of van Engelen's claims or vise versa. It is not enough to point out differences 
and conclude that there is no interference-in-fact. Nor is it meaningful to argue that one party's 
specification is separately patentable over the other parties specification, or that one party's 
claims are separately patentable over the opponents specification. The appropriate comparison is 
between the claims and not the disclosures. For all of these reasons, van Engelen has failed to 
sufficiently demonstrate that there is no interference-in-fact. Van Engelen preliminary motions 
1-3 are denied. 
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Van Engelen preliminary motion 4 

During oral argument, counsel for Van Engelen withdrew van Engelen preliminary 
motion 4 from consideration (transcript at 84-85). Accordingly, van Engelen preliminary motion 
4 is dismissed . 

Van Engelen preliminary motion 6 

Van Engelen has filed a preliminary motion under Rule 633(g), attacking the benefit 
accorded Lee in the notice declaring interference. At the time the interference was declared, Lee 
was accorded benefit of application 09/192,153 ('153 application), filed 12 November 1998, now 
U.S. Patent 6,246,202, granted 12 June 2001 and application 08/416,558 ('558 application), filed 
4 April 1995, now U.S. Patent 5,874,820, granted 23 February 1999. 

Van Engelen argues that Lee is not entitled to the benefit of the earlier filing date of the 
Lee '558 application under 35 U.S.C. §§ 1 19 or 120. The '558 application incorporates by 
reference, Lee application 08/221,375('375). Lee was not accorded priority benefit of the '375 
application at the time the interference was declared. We note that Lee has moved to be accorded 
priority benefit of its '375 application and that motion is addressed infra in connection with Lee 
preliminary motion 4. 

Van Engelen argues that the '558 application ineffectively incorporates by reference the 
'375 application, or alternatively incorporates only a specific portion of the '375 application that 
fails to describe certain ones of the claimed features in Lee claims 1-8. Alternatively, van 
Engelen argues that neither the '375 application nor the '558 application, standing alone, provide 
written description support for Lee claims 1-8 (motion at 14). 
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A party moving to attack the benefit accorded an opponent bears the burden of proof to 
demonstrate, as to the count, why the opponent should not be accorded the benefit of the filing 
date of the earlier application. 37 CFR § 1.637(a) and 37 CFR § 1.637(g). In order to be 
accorded benefit, Lee's priority applications need only describe an enabling embodiment within 
the scope of the count. Weil v. Fritz . 572 F.2d 856, 865-66 n.16, 196 USPQ 600, 608 n.16 
(CCPA 1978); Hunt v. Treppschuh . 523 F.2d 1386, 1389, 187 USPQ 426, 429 (CCPA 1975). 

Benefit for the purpose of priority is something different than benefit under 35 U.S.C. § 
119or35U.S.C. § 120. See Cromlish v. D. Y. . 57 USPQ2d 1318 fBPAI 2000 - precedential 
Trial Section opinion). Note, that in order to be accorded benefit for purposes of priority, the 
'558 application need only describe an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count. 
Thus, it is not necessary that the '558 application provide written description support for Lee's 
claims 1-8 2 . Accordingly, we address van Engelen's arguments only with respect to van Engelen 
claim 2, which is an alternative of the count. 

There is yet another flaw in the arguments advanced by van Engelen. Although van 
Engelen takes the position that the 4 5 58 application fails to provide support for Lee claim 2, with 
or without incorporating by reference the '375 application, van Engelen fails to discuss the '558 
application with particularity. Van Engelen fails to set forth in its motion what the '558 
application describes and why it alone fails to describe an enabling embodiment within the scope 
of the count. Van Engelen discusses the '375 application in detail. However, the inquiry should 
begin with what the '558 application describes. That is the application for which Lee was 

2 The differences between priority benefit and benefit under §§119 and 120 were 
explained to counsel for the respective parties early in the proceeding, during the conference call 
for setting times for the preliminary motions phase of the interference (Paper 30). 
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accorded benefit. Until it is determined what the '558 application describes, there is no need to 
look to the '375 application. The issue of incorporation by reference is moot, if the '558 
application alone describes an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count. 

Since van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the '558 application, 
standing alone, fails to describe an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count we need 
not determine if the Lee '558 application has effectively incorporated by reference the '375 
application, or determine if the '375 application describes an enabling embodiment within the 
scope of the count. Our discussion pertains to what is set forth in the '558 application and not 
the '375 application. 

Dynamically isolated frames 

Lee claim 2 (an alternative of the count) recites a first frame and a second frame. The 
claim recites that the second frame is dynamically isolated from the first frame. Van Engelen 
argues that the '558 application fails to describe a second frame that is dynamically isolated from 
a first frame (motion at 1 7). At the heart of van Engelen's argument is the meaning of the term 
"dynamically isolated." 

Van Engelen argues that the '558 application fails to support the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of "dynamically isolated." The broadest reasonable interpretation of "dynamically 
isolated", van Engelen argues, comes by way of definition for the terms isolated and dynamically. 
Van Engelen argues that: 

The term isolated is a verb which means "separate from a group or whole and set 
apart." (Exh. 2016: Definition, page 956). The term "dynamically" is the adverbial form 
of the word "dynamic", which is defined as being "[characterized by continuous change, 
activity, or progress." (Exh. 2017: Definition, page 574). Thus, in the context of the 
claim language, the term "dynamically" is modifying how the second frame is "isolated" 
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from the first frame. The broadest reasonable meaning of these words requires that the 
second frame be isolated from the first frame in a manner that is characterized by 
continuous change, activity or progress. 

There is nothing in either the '375 or '558 application that shows such an 
invention. To the extent that the '375 application or the '558 application discloses 
separating the reaction frame from the XY stage support frame, that separation is not 
characterized by continuous change, activity or progress but is static, physical isolation. 
In fact, in the '558 application, Lee explains that reaction forces are transmitted 
independently to the earth's surface by a structure that is physically isolated from the 
support frame. (Exh. 2045: '558 Appln., page 3, line 28 - page 4, line 5) (emphasis in 
original) (motion at 17). 

We understand van Engelen's definition of "dynamically isolated" to require that the 
frames be isolated dynamically - that there necessarily be something in between the two frames 
that provides the isolation, i.e. that the frames be physically interconnected with dynamic 
isolators 3 . Van Engelen does not dispute that the '763 application as well as the '558 
specification describe physically separate frames. Van Engelen does, however, disagree that two 
physically separate frames are "dynamically isolated" when applying the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of that claim term. 

Van Engelen's definition of "dynamically isolated" is derived by viewing the term in light 
of van Engelen's specification, resulting in an importation of a structural element that is not part 
of the count. Van Engelen's definition for dynamically isolated is not the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of that term. When the term "dynamically isolated" is properly construed, the Lee 
'558 application provides an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count. 

Van Engelen's proposed definition of dynamic is the second listed definition, and the 
example for that definition is that of a dynamic market (Ex. 2017). Van Engelen provides no 



3 During oral argument, counsel for van Engelen so represented (Paper 102 at 17-18). 
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explanation why the term "dynamic" or dynamically should be interpreted under the second 
listed definition as opposed to the first definition. Note, that Dr. Kurfess, van Engelen's expert, 
provides no explanation as to why the proposed second definition is what one of ordinary skill in 
the art would understand the definition to be (Ex. 2012 K 39). Generally, it is the first listed 
definition that is the most commonly used definition for a given word. A dynamic market would 
appear to have nothing to do with two mechanical frames and the relationship between those two 
frames. Furthermore, van Engelen's proposed definition would require a structural element 
between the two frames. Lee's claim 2, however, does not recite an element for isolating the two 
frames. Rather, the claim merely recites the relationship between the two frames. The 
relationship is described by the term dynamically isolated. We will not read limitations into 
Lee's claims that would require an element to be in between the two frames. Lee's claim 2 is not 
so limiting. Van Engelen's proposed definition is ultimately obtained by looking to its own 
specification and importing limitations from its specification into the count. However, the count 
is Lee claim 2 or van Engelen claim 2. Each alternative of the count is interpreted in light of the 
parties' respective involved specifications. The first alternative of the count (Lee claim 2) is 
interpreted in light of Lee's involved '763 specification. 

With that in mind, a more reasonable interpretation of the term "dynamically isolated" 
may be gleaned from the first definition for the word "dynamic" and from Lee's specification. 
The first definition for dynamic is "of or relating to energy or to objects in motion" (Ex. 2017). 
That definition, on its face, is a more reasonable definition for the term dynamic when considered 
in the context of two frames and their relationship. Lee's '763 specification describes two 
frames that are isolated from each other, such that the reaction forces from the elements of one 
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frame are not transmitted to the other frame. That is, the dynamics, e.g., motion, from one frame 

are isolated from the other. In this light, and in view of the first definition for the term dynamic, 

a more reasonable interpretation of the term dynamically isolated is that the dynamics are 

isolated from one frame to the other - that the reaction forces from one frame are not transmitted 

to the other frame. Note, that the proposed definition does not necessarily require structure in 

between the two frames, but is merely descriptive of the relationship between the two frames. 

Lee's involved '763 application supports such an interpretation of "dynamically isolated" frames. 

For example, the '763 specification states that: 

An additional aspect in accordance with the invention is that the reaction force of the 
stage and window frame drive motors is not transmitted to the support frame of the 
photolithography apparatus projection lens but is transmitted independently directly to the 
earth's surface by an independent supporting structure. Thus, the reaction forces caused 
by movement of the stage do not induce undesirable movement in the projection lens or 
other elements of the photolithography machine (Ex. 201 1 at 3, lines 4-9). 

The above indicates that reaction forces, e.g., dynamics of the one frame, are not transmitted to 

the other frame and are therefore "dynamically isolated." This definition for dynamically 

isolated, that the reaction forces are isolated, is a more reasonable interpretation of the term 

"dynamically isolated" given the description in Lee's '763 specification and the first listed 

definition for dynamic as previously discussed. Van Engelen's definition of "dynamically 

isolated", in contrast, is derived from van Engelen's involved specification, and by importing an 

element into Lee's claim 2 that simply is not claimed. To the extent that the second alternative of 

the count, i.e., van Engelen's claim 2, should be interpreted to mean that there are necessarily 

"dynamic isolators" in between the two frames does not mean that Lee's claim 2, the first 

alternative of the count should also be interpreted the same way. The count is the disjunctive 
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alternative of the parties' claim 2. Lee '558 need only describe an enabling embodiment within 
the scope of the count, e.g., Lee claim 2. It need not describe an enabling embodiment for both 
alternatives of the count. 

As discussed above, van Engelen fails to discuss with any particularity what the '558 
application describes, and because of that, its argument is not persuasive. However, we note, that 
the '558 application describes a first frame (80 and 1 14A-1 14D), and a second frame (94 and 
102A-102D) that are physically isolated, such that reaction forces from one frame are isolated 
from the other frame. As discussed above, when properly interpreted, the '558 application thus 
describes two frames that are dynamically isolated. Van Engelen has failed to demonstrate 
otherwise. Accordingly, we are not persuaded that van Engelen has satisfied its burden of proof 
to sufficiently demonstrate that Lee's '558 application fails to describe an enabling embodiment 
within the scope of the count with respect to two frames that are "dynamically isolated" when 
that term is correctly interpreted. 

A stationary part of the drive unit fastened to the first frame 

Lee claim 2 recites a drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a first 
frame of the positioning device. Van Engelen argues that Lee '558 fails to provide support for 
any stationary part of the drive unit that is fastened to a first frame (motion at 13). Van Engelen 
provides no meaningful explanation as to why the '558 application fails to describe a stationary 
part of the drive unit that is fastened to a first frame, and thus has failed to meet its burden to 
demonstrate that the '558 application fails to describe the claimed feature. Accordingly, we need 
not independently make the determination as to whether the '558 application does describe a 
stationary part of a drive unit that is fastened to the first frame. 
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In any event, we note that the '558 application describes a reticle stage drive unit 4 that 
includes X axis linear motors comprised of magnetic tracks 62A and 62B and magnetic coils 
60A and 60B and Y axis linear motors comprised of magnetic tracks 70A and 70B and coils 68 A 
and 68B. The magnetic tracks 70A and 70B are mounted on window frame guide members 40C 
and 40D respectively. The motor coils 68 A and 68B are mounted on the reticle stage 10. The 
magnetic tracks 62A and 62B are mounted on fixed guides 64A and 64B respectively. The coils 
60A and 60B are mounted on guide members 40A and 40B respectively. The guide members 
40A-40D and the fixed guide members 64 A and 64B are fastened to support structure 80 and 
1 14A-1 14D (first frame). The drive tracks cooperate with the drive coils to move the reticle 
stage. At least the drive tracks satisfy the limitation of a stationary part of the drive unit which is 
fastened to a first frame as follows. 

There are two parts to a motor: a stator and a rotor. A stator is defined as the stationary 
part of a machine, such as a motor, and the rotor is defined as the rotating part (Webster's II New 
Riverside University Dictionary, Copyright 1988 (definitions attached)). A linear motor is 
defined as an electric motor that has in effect been split and unrolled into two flat sheets, so that 
the motion between the rotor and stator is linear rather than rotary. (McGraw-Hill Dictionary of 
Scientific and Technical Terms - Fifth Edition, copyright 1994 (definition attached)). In the 



4 We recognize that the '558 application describes an embodiment of a reticle drive unit 
for moving a reticle stage and not a wafer stage drive unit for moving a wafer stage. However, 
we note that Lee's claim 2 recites an object table (stage) for processing an object, and a drive unit 
for displacing the object table. The claim is not limited to a particular object, e.g. a wafer versus 
a reticle. In any event, the '558 application states in at least two places that the embodiment 
described may be used for a wafer stage for processing a wafer (Ex. 2045, at 3, lines 21-26 and 5 
lines 31-33). 
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context of a linear motor, the rotor does not rotate, but rather moves in a linear fashion. The 
stator is that part of the motor which remains stationary relative to the rotor. 

Lee describes a linear motor where the stationary parts of the motor, or the stator of the 
motor is understood to be the X and Y drive tracks. Thus, the '558 application describes a 
stationary part of the drive unit. Furthermore, the X and Y drive tracks, or stators are attached to 
the first frame 80, 1 14A-1 14D through the guides, and are thus, fastened to the first frame. 

From the above, the '558 application describes an enabling embodiment within the scope 
of the count. Based on the record before us, van Engelen has failed to direct us to evidence that 
would demonstrate otherwise. In this regard, van Engelen's silence with respect to the '558 
application is fatal to its motion. 

A stationary part of the measuring system fastened to a second frame 

Lastly, van Engelen argues that the '558 application does not support a measuring system 
comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a second frame (motion at 19). 

Again, although van Engelen argues that the '558 application fails to describe the feature 
in question, van Engelen fails to discuss with any particularity why that is so. Van Engelen's 
arguments are conclusory and unsupported by evidence. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to 
demonstrate that Lee should be stripped of its priority benefit of the '558 application. Our 
inquiry need not go any further. 

In any event, we note that the '558 application describes an interferometer system used to 
determine the location of the reticle stage. The system includes two laser interferometry mirrors 
14A and 14B located on stage 10, and laser interferometer units 1 12 A, 1 12B and 1 12C. The 
interferometer units are mounted on supports 108 and 110. As seen in Figure 4, the supports 1 10 
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and 108 are located on top of the second frame 94. Although the supports are not described as 
being fastened to the second frame, figure 4 suggests that they are. More importantly, Lee's '558 
application states that: 

An additional aspect in accordance with the invention is that the reaction force of 
the stage and window frame drive motors is not transmitted to the support frame of the 
photolithography apparatus projection lens but is transmitted independently directly to the 
earth's surface by an independent supporting structure. Thus, the reaction forces caused 
by movement of the stage do not induce undesirable movement in the projection lens or 
other elements of the photolithography machine. 

This physically isola ting the stage reaction forces from the projection lens and 
associated structures prevents these reaction forces from vibrating the projection lens and 
associated structures. These structures include the interferometer system used tn 
determine the exact loca tion of the stage in the X-Y plane and the wafer stag e. Thus, the 
reticle stage mechanism support is spaced apart from and independently supported from 
the other elements of the photolithography machine and extends to the surface of the 
earth. (Emphasis added). (VE Ex. 201 1 at 3, lines 4-16). 



From the above, the reaction force of the stage and window frame drive motors is not 
transmitted to the support frame such that the reaction forces do not induce movement in the 
instruments that are supported by the support frame - the projection lens and other elements of 
the photolithography machine, including the interferometer system. Thus, the above description 
in combination with Figure 4 indicate that the interferometer system is fastened to the support 
frame (second frame). If it were otherwise, the Lee '558 specification would not go to great 
lengths to explain that the reaction forces are not transmitted to the projection lens and associated 
structures (including the interferometer system). For example, if the interferometer system were 
mounted on a wall, the system would not be subjected to system vibrations and thus there would 
be no discussion in the '558 specification about isolating vibrations for the interferometer 
system. Furthermore, there is no discussion throughout the Lee '558 specification of mounting 
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any of the instruments or components of the disclosed mechanism anywhere other than on the 
reaction frame or on the support frame. For these reasons, there is support for the claimed 
stationary part of the measuring system fastened to the second frame. Based on the record, van 
Engelen has failed to demonstrate otherwise. Again, van Engelen's failure to discuss the '558 
specification is fatal to its motion. 

For all of the above reasons, van Engelen, through its preliminary motion 6, has failed to 
sufficiently demonstrate that Lee should be denied benefit of the '558 application. Accordingly, 
van Engelen preliminary motion 6 is denied . 

Van Engelen preliminary motion 5 

Van Engelen moves under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) for judgment against Lee on the basis that 
Lee claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable based on an on sale bar under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). At the 
outset, we note that van Engelen has failed to attach an appendix to its preliminary motion as 
specified in Section 26(d) of the Standing Order (Paper 1 at 25)) . Despite this shortcoming, we 
consider van Engelen's motion on the merits. We further note that the on sale bar is prior art to 
van Engelen (transcript at 65, lines 17-23), and would likewise apply to its claims. 

The on-sale bar applies when two conditions are satisfied before the critical date. First, 
the product must be the subject of a commercial offer for sale. Second, the invention must be 
ready for patenting. Pfaffv. Wells Elec Inc. . 525 U.S. 55, 67, 48 USPQ2d 1641, 1646-47 
(1998). The second prong may be satisfied by (1) proof of reduction to practice before the 
critical date; or (2) proof that prior to the critical date the inventor had prepared drawings or other 
descriptions of the invention that were sufficiently specific to enable a person skilled in the art to 
practice the invention. 525 U.S. at 67, 48 USPQ2d at 1647. 
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The on-sale bar analysis begins by first determining whether the subject of the barring 
activity met each of the limitations of the claim or would have rendered obvious the claimed 
subject matter. See Scaltech Inc. v. Retec/Tetra L.L.C. . 178 F.3d 1378, 1383, 51 USPQ2d 1055, 
1058 (Fed. Cir. 1999); and Tec Air Inc. v. Denso Manufacturing Michigan Inc. . 192 F.3d 1353, 
1358, 52 USPQ2d 1294, 1296-97 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

Anticipation 

We will assume, for the purpose of this part of the discussion that the Micrascan II system 
was offered for sale more than a year prior to 4 April 1995, Lee's effective filing date. Based on 
the record before us, however, van Engelen has failed to establish that the Micrascan II system 
that was sold anticipates Lee claims 2 and 8. 

The photos, schematics, and documentation that have been submitted into evidence 
standing alone would not be sufficient to establish a prima facie case of anticipation. The parts 
shown in several of the schematics and photos are not labeled, and without some explanation the 
schematics and photos are not particularly helpful. The documents labeled Micrascan I and II 
System Comparison (Ex. 2032) and the Micrascan II Program Plan (Ex. 2033) are also not very 
helpful, since neither document, standing alone, explains or clearly sets forth each element of Lee 
claims 2 or 8. Van Engelen exhibits 2034 and 2035 are the best pieces of evidence that van 
Engelen has submitted. These exhibits are apparently reproductions of the Micrascan II system. 
Mr. Galburt testified that the exhibit 2034 is a true and accurate representation of the structural 
design concept of the Micrascan II as it existed in the 1992 time-frame. Galburt also testified 
that the exhibit 2035 is a true and accurate representation of the structural interconnections of the 
Micrascan H as it existed in the 1992 time-frame (VE Ex. 2024 21 and 22). 
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Even still, the exhibits 2034 and 2035, which are schematics, do not by themselves 
explain how elements are connected and how the elements function. In that light, van Engelen 
relies on the declaration of Dr. Kurfess to explain what exhibits 2034 and 2035 describe and that 
the Micrascan II system shown in those exhibits anticipates Lee claims 2 and 8. Dr. Kurfess is 
said to be an expert of metrology systems. We do not know, however, how his experience 
pertains to photolithography systems or positioning devices as claimed in Lee claims 2 and 8. 
Neither van Engelen nor Dr. Kurfess tells us. Still further, Dr. Kurfess apparently has no first 
hand knowledge of the Micrascan II device that was sold. That is, Dr. Kurfess' testimony is 
based on his independent review of the schematics and photos submitted into evidence by van 
Engelen (Ex. 2012 at 69). Absent from the record is an explanation supporting Kurfess' 
conclusion that he has drawn with respect to how the elements shown in exhibits 2034 and 2035 
are connected and how the elements function. For example, Dr. Kurfess testified that "in the 
Micrascan n, there was a wafer stage interferometer system including a wafer stage IF 
(interferometer) module 280 and wafer IF L-shaped mirror 240 for measuring the position of the 
wafer stage table relative to the projection optics system 110. (Exh. 2034: MS II FIG. 1; 2035: 
MS H FIG. 2)" (Ex. 2012 fflf 75 and 86). 

It is not apparent from either of exhibits 2034 or 2035 that the module 280 and mirror 240 
cooperate to measure the position of the wafer stage table relative to the projection optics system 
1 10 as recited in Lee claims 2 and 8. Dr. Kurfess does not explain how it is so. Kurfess' 
statements that the module 280 and mirror 240 function to measure the position of the wafer 
stage table relative to the projection optics system 1 10 are conclusory and unsupported 
assertions. Nothing in the Federal Rules of Evidence (applicable to patent interference cases) or 
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Federal Circuit jurisprudence requires a fact finder to credit the unsupported assertions of an 
expert witness. Rohm and Haas Co. v. Brotech Corp. . 127 F.3d 1089, 1092, 44 USPQ2d 1459, 
1462 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Since (1) we do not know how Dr. Kurfess' expertise relates to the 
photolithography or positioning machines in Lee claims 2 and 8, and (2) the underlying basis 
supporting Kurfess' opinion is not set out in his testimony, we do not credit Kurfess' testimony. 

Further, van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the two frames in the 
Micrascan II device were dynamically isolated. Van Engelen states that Lee's first frame 261 is 
physically isolated from the second frame so as not to transfer vibrations between the first frame 
and the XY stage , implying that such an arrangement meets the limitation of dynamically isolated 
frames. Van Engelen then concludes, through reliance on Kurfess' unsupported assertions, that 
the Micrascan II second frame 170 was dynamically isolated from the first frame 270 by isolators 
1 80. Van Engelen, however, fails to demonstrate that the Micrascan II first frame and second 
frames are dynamically isolated so as not to transfer vibrations between the two frames as it 
asserts. Rather, the MicVascan II system is facially different, with its attached frames, than Lee's 
system with its separate frames. While the Micrascan II system does show isolators between the 
two frames, the two frames are also connected by way of turnbuckles 265 A. That connection 
would appear to allow at least some vibrations or reaction forces to be transferred between the 
two frames, despite the isolators 1 80. Yet, van Engelen fails to discuss the isolators or the 
turnbuckle connections between the two frames, so as to provide a persuasive argument that the 
Micrascan II frames are dynamically isolated, as that term is applied by van Engelen in the 
context of Lee's claims. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
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anticipation. Therefore, we need not and have not determined whether van Engelen has 
sufficiently demonstrated that the device sold was "ready for patenting." 

Since van Engelen has failed to meet its burden of proof to show that it is entitled to the 
relief sought, Lee's opposition need not and has not been considered. Van Engelen preliminary 
motion 5 is denied . 

With respect to the patentability of van Engelen' s claims corresponding to the count over 
the Micrascan II device, we make no determination. Since judgment is concurrently entered 
against van Engelen based on priority, we need not decide the issue. 

Lee preliminary motion 2 

Through its preliminary motion 2, Lee seeks to designate van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 
as corresponding to the count. Van Engelen claim 4 depends on van Engelen claim 3. Van 
Engelen claims 3 and 4 are as follows: 

3. A positioning device as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the object table is 
displaceable over a guide parallel to at least an X-direction, the guide being fastened to 
the reference frame. 



4. A positioning device as claimed in claim 3, characterized in that the positioning device 
is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control unit 
and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, which 
compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the reference 
frame having a value equal to a value of a mechanical moment of a force of gravity acting 
on the object table about said reference point, and a direction which is opposed to a 
direction of the mechanical moment of said force of gravity. 

Van Engelen claim 7 depends on van Engelen claim 6, which depends on claim 5. Van 
Engelen claims 5-7 are as follows: 



5. A lithographic device comprising a radiation source, a mask table, a projection system 
having a main axis, a substrate table, a drive unit for displacing the substrate table relative 
to the projection system in at least one direction perpendicular to the main axis, and a 
measuring system for measuring a position of the substrate table relative to the projection 
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system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a machine frame 
of the lithographic device, while the measuring system comprises a stationary part and a 
movable part which is fastened to the substrate table for cooperation with the stationary 
part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part of the measuring 
system is fastened to a reference frame of the lithographic device which is dynamically 
isolated from the machine frame. 

6. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 5, characterized in that the substrate table is 
displaceable over a guide which extends perpendicularly to the main axis and is fastened 
to the reference frame. 

7. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 6, characterized in that the lithographic 
device is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control 
unit and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, 
which compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the ' 
reference frame having a value equal to a value of a mechanical moment of a force of 
gravity acting on the substrate table about said reference point, and a direction which is 
opposed to a direction of the mechanical moment of said force of gravity. 

Van Engelen claim 10 depends on claim 9, which depends on claim 8, which depends on 
5. Van Engelen claims 8-10 are as follows: 



8. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 5, characterized in that the lithographic 
device comprises a further drive unit for displacing the mask table relative to the 
projection system in a scanning direction perpendicular to the main axis, the further drive 
unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to the machine frame, while the 
substrate table is displaceable relative to the projection system parallel to at least the 
scanning direction, the measuring system comprising a further stationary part which is 
fastened to the reference frame and a further movable part which is fastened to the mask 
table for cooperation with the further stationary part of the measuring system for 
measuring a position of the mask table relative to the projection system or for measuring 
a position of the mask table relative to the substrate table. 

9. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 8, characterized in that the mask table is 
displaceable over a first guide extending parallel to the scanning direction and the 
substrate table is displaceable over a second guide extending perpendicularly to the main 
axis, the first guide and the second guide being fastened to the reference frame. 

10. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 9, characterized in that the lithographic 
device is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control 
unit and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, 
which compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the ' 
reference frame of a value which is equal to a value of a sum of a mechanical moment of 
a force of gravity acting on the substrate table about said reference point and a mechanical 
moment of a force of gravity acting on the mask table about said reference point, and a 
direction which is opposed to a direction of said sum of mechanical moments. 
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As the movant, Lee must show that the proposed claims define the same patentable 
invention as another claim whose designation as corresponding to the count the moving party 
does not dispute. 37 CFR § 1.637(3)(ii). Lee has sufficiently demonstrated that van Engelen 
claims 4, 7 and 10 define the same patentable invention as van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view 
of Schutten 5 , without the teachings of Lee ' 820. 

In its opposition, van Engelen argues that since van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 require that 
the reference frame and the machine frame be dynamically isolated (i.e., isolated with dynamic 
isolators in between the two frames), and that the force actuator system of claims 4, 7 and 10 is 
defined in van Engelen's specification as being integrated with the dynamic isolators, then the 
compensation force recited in claims 4, 7 and 10 must be between the two frames and exerted on 
the reference frame (opposition at 14). 

Van Engelen's claim interpretation is erroneous. Van Engelen necessarily reads 
limitations into its claims 4, 7 and 10 that are not present. Note, that none of van Engelen claims 
4, 7, or 10 provides any relationship between the function of "dynamically isolated" frames and 
the force actuator system. Furthermore, as discussed in connection with van Engelen preliminary 
motion 5, one frame that is "dynamically isolated" from another frame does not mean that there 
are necessarily dynamic isolators in between the two frames. Van Engelen's independent claims 
1 and 5 recite a relationship between the two frames, but do not recite any particular structure 
associated with that relationship. Even if we were to interpret van Engelen claims 1 and 5 to 
require dynamic isolators in between the two frames, it does not necessarily follow that the force 
actuator system also be in between the two frames. Claims 4, 7 and 10 recite a force actuator 
system which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame. Absent from the claims is a 
requirement that the force actuator system be in between the claimed reference frame and the 



5 U.S. Patent 4,821,205, granted 11 April 1989 (Ex. 1091). 
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machine frame, or that the force actuator system is integrated with dynamic isolators. All that is 
required is that the actuator system exert a force on the reference frame. 

Van Engelen argues that Lee's involved specification fails to disclose a compensation 
force between the first and second frame. Van Engelen's argument is misplaced. Lee does not 
rely on its own specification to demonstrate that van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 would have been 
obvious over van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view of Schutten. To the extent that van Engelen 
is arguing that its claims should not be added to the interference since Lee cannot support such a 
claim, that argument is also rejected. It is of no moment that Lee may or may not have support 
for a force actuator system. A party moving to designate an opponent's claim as corresponding 
to the count, need demonstrate that the claim defines the same patentable invention as any one 
claim designated as corresponding to the count. Absent from that requirement is that the movant 
must also demonstrate that it has written description support for the opponent's claim. The query 
is not can the movant support such a claim, but rather does the claim define the same patentable 
invention as a claim already designated as corresponding to the count. 

Van Engelen argues that Lee '820 fails to teach a compensation force between two 
frames. As stated above, we do not interpret van Engelen's claims 4, 7 or 10 to require a force 
actuator system that exerts a compensation force between two frames. In any event, Lee did not 
rely on the Lee '820 patent to teach a force actuator system that exerts a compensation force 
between two frames. Rather, Lee alternatively relied on the '820 patent to show an actuator 
system that compensates for movement of two stages, as opposed to one stage. 

Van Engelen argues that Schutten fails to disclose a compensation force between two 
frames and exerted on a reference frame. As discussed above, when properly construed, van 
Engelen's claims 4, 7 and 10 do not require that the force actuator system exert a compensation 
force between two frames. However, even if van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 do require a force 
actuator system that exerts a compensation force between two frames, van Engelen has failed to 
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demonstrate that it would not have been obvious to combine the Schutten actuator system to a 
two frame system. 

Schutten discloses a force actuator system, with force actuators 74, 76 in between the 
ground and a work table (frame). Thus, Schutten discloses a force actuator in between two 
structures. Van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that one of ordinary skill would 
not look to Schutten to teach placing force actuators in between two frames. Specifically, van 
Engelen fails to explain why Schutten's force actuators would not work in between two frames. 
Schutten teaches a force actuator system for compensating for forces acting on the frame 
(stage/table), or for tilting of the frame and for movement of the stage. Based on the record 
before us, such a system teaches a compensation system regardless of whether that system is 
placed in between two frames, or in between a frame and the ground. Note, absent from van 
Engelen's claims 4, 7, and 10 is a requirement that the compensation force compensate for 
reaction forces in a second frame. Rather the claims recite that the compensation force 
compensate for forces of gravity acting on the object table (substrate table/mask table). Schutten 
apparently compensates for such forces. Van Engelen has failed to direct us to evidence that 
demonstrates otherwise. 

Van Engelen argues that the prior art fails to disclose a compensation force exerted in 
response to gravity forces on two moving stages as recited in claim 10 (opposition at 20). Claim 
10 recites that the mechanical moments of the forces of gravity for both the mask table and 
substrate table are added in determining the opposing compensation force exerted on the 
reference frame. Van Engelen argues that Schutten only provides background information and 
does not teach a compensation force in response to gravity forces exerted on a substrate stage and 
a mask stage (opposition at 21). Van Engelen's response is dissatisfying. 

In its preliminary motion, Lee explains that van Engelen claim 9 recites that the mask 
table and the substrate table are both supported on a common frame - the reference frame. The 

-28- 



claimed compensation force exerted in van Engelen claim 10 takes into account the sum of all 
forces acting on that common frame - from both the substrate and mask tables. Lee further 
explains that, although the Schutten reference fails to disclose two stages, Schutten does teach 
summing all of the forces acting on the supporting frame to arrive at the compensation force. 
Lee then concludes that one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to use the Schutten 
force actuator system to compensate for the forces of both the stages acting on a common frame - 
the reference frame, since Schutten itself teaches compensating for all forces acting on a common 
frame. 

Van Engelen fails to sufficiently address Lee's argument. That Schutten fails to teach 
two stages, and an actuator system that compensates for the movement of two stages misses the 
point. Van Engelen should have explained why Lee's analysis was erroneous. Instead, van 
Engelen side steps Lee's argument altogether. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to 
sufficiently rebut Lee's prima facie case with respect to van Engelen claim 10. 

Van Engelen's discussion with respect to Schutten's horizontal forcers is irrelevant. Lee 
did not rely on the Schutten horizontal forcers to teach the force actuator system claimed in van 
Engelen claim 4, 7 or 10. 

Van Engelen argues that Lee fails to point to any teaching in the Lee '820 patent or in 
Lee's involved application of an electronic control unit. Lee did not rely on its involved 
application to argue that the van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 should correspond to the count. 
Lee's reliance on the '820 patent was in the alternative only. As stated above, Lee made a prima 
facie case based on the van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view of Schutten without relying on the 
* 820 patent. 

Van Engelen argues that Lee attempts to piece together van Engelen's electric control unit 
from Schutten's various electronic components, and that by doing so has relied on hindsight to 
arrive at the claimed control unit. Any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
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reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning, but so long as it takes into account only 
knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was 
made and does not include knowledge gleaned only from applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. In re McLaughlin. 443 F.2d 1392, 1395, 170 USPQ 209, 212 (CCPA 
1971). Schutten teaches a force actuator system with a feedback loop 80 with various electronic 
components that function to provide feedback to the force actuators. Van Engelen, in its 
preliminary motion, takes the position that the various electronic components shown comprise an 
electric control unit. That position has not been shown by van Engelen to be one based on 
impermissible hindsight reasoning. The fact that Schutten shows electronic components in 
detail, as opposed to a "black box" labeled "electric control unit" does not mean that the various 
electric components shown in Schutten that cooperate to control the actuators are not what one of 
ordinary skill in the art would consider an electric control unit. Thus, we are not persuaded by 
van Engelen' s hindsight argument. 

For the reasons stated above, Lee preliminary motion 2 is granted . 

Lee preliminary motions 3. 5 and 6 

Lee moves for judgment against van Engelen on the basis that several of van Engelen's 
claims (including newly added claims 4, 7 and 9) are unpatentable over certain prior art. In this 
interference, van Engelen has failed to allege a date prior to van Engelen's effective filing date. 
Furthermore, van Engelen's preliminary motion 6 attacking the benefit granted Lee is denied. 
Accordingly, judgment will be entered against van Engelen. There is then no occasion to 
consider Lee's preliminary motions for judgment against van Engelen. For these reasons, Lee 
preliminary motion 3,5, and 6 are dismissed . 

Lee preliminary motion 4 

Lee moves for benefit of U.S. Patent Application No. 09/127,288, filed July 31, 1998 
(now U.S. Patent 6,049,186); U.S. Patent Application No. 08/627,824, filed April 2, 1996 (now 
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U.S. Patent 5,942,871); and U.S. Patent Application No. 08/221,375, filed April 1, 1994 (now 
U.S. Patent 5,528,1 18) with regard to Count 1. Since van Engelen has failed to allege a date that 
is earlier than the date accorded Lee at the time the interference was declared, and since van 
Engelen's motion attacking the benefit accorded Lee is denied, judgment will be entered against 
van Engelen. Accordingly, it is not necessary to determine if Lee should be accorded benefit of 
the above named applications. Lee preliminary motion 4 is dismissed . 

Lee preliminary motion 7 

In its preliminary motion 7, Lee proposes to add claims 9-18 to its application and to 
designate those claims as corresponding to count 1 . Lee preliminary motion 7 is contingent upon the 
granting of either one of van Engelen preliminary motions 2 or 5. Since neither van Engelen 
preliminary motions 2 or 5 is granted, the contingency has not materialized. Accordingly, Lee 
preliminary motion 7 is dismissed . 

Lee preliminary motion 8 

Lee moves to substitute new count 1 for existing count 1. The motion is contingent on 
the granting of van Engelen preliminary motion 6. Since van Engelen preliminary motion 6 is 
denied, the contingency has not materialized. Accordingly, Lee preliminary motion 8 is 
dismissed . 

Lee preliminary motion 9 

Lee moves to be accorded benefit of certain of its prior applications for its proposed count 
1. Since the proposed count 1 was not added to the interference, there is no occasion to decide 
Lee preliminary motion 9. Accordingly, Lee preliminary motion 9 is dismissed . 
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Lee motion to suppress 

Lee moves to exclude paragraphs 69-90 of exhibit 2012, and exhibits 2025-2043 and 
2048, documents relied upon by van Engelen in support of its preliminary motion 5. We find it 
unnecessary to consider the specific objections to the admissibility of those exhibits, since van 
Engelen failed to set forth a prima facie case of anticipation in its preliminary motion 5, even 
assuming the exhibits to be admissible. 

Lee seeks to exclude paragraphs 21-23 of exhibit 2050, as those paragraphs were relied 
on by van Engelen in support of van Engelen's oppositions 3 and 5. Lee preliminary motions 3 
and 5 were dismissed. Accordingly, there was no occasion to consider van Engelen's oppositions 
3 and 5. Thus, we find it unnecessary to consider the specific objections with respect to exhibit 
2050. 

For these reasons, Lee's motion to suppress is dismissed . 
D. Redeclaration of Interference 

This interference is herein re-declared to the following extent: 
The parties' claims corresponding to the count are: 
Lee: 1-8 

Van Engelen: 1-11 

£. Judgment 

Junior party van Engelen has not alleged a date of invention or conception with respect to 
the subject matter of the count prior to the senior party's earliest accorded benefit date of 4 April 
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1995. Furthermore, van Engelen's preliminary motion 6, attacking the benefit accorded Lee is 
denied. Accordingly, judgment is entered against junior party van Engelen. It is 

ORDERED that judgment as to the subject matter of the count is herein entered against 
junior party GERARD VAN ENGELEN, FRANK B. SPERLING, HENRICUS W. A. 
JANSSEN, ADIANUS G. BOUWER, CORNELIS D. VAN DUK, JOHANNES M. M. VAN 
KJJvIMENADE, JAN VAN EIJK, and ADRIANUS VAN DER PAL; 

FURTHER ORDERED junior party GERARD VAN ENGELEN, FRANK B. 
SPERLING, HENRICUS W. A. JANSSEN, ADIANUS G. BOUWER, CORNELIS D. VAN 
DUK, JOHANNES M. M. VAN KIMMENADE, JAN VAN EIJK, and ADRIANUS VAN DER 
PAL is not entitled to its claims 1-11 which correspond to the count; 

FURTHER ORDERED that if there is a settlement agreement, the parties should note 
the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 135(c) and 37 CFR § 1.666; and 
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FURTHER ORDERED that a copy of this judgment be filed in the respective involved 
application or patent of the parties. 




JAMESON LEE 
Administrative Patent Judge 




SALLY Q? LANE 
Administrative Patent Judge 
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JLY C( MEDLEY 
Administrative Patent Judge 
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J 02q 

V ^)n. vai.pl .Of ROSTRUM. 

A ship's curved bcaklike orow Ht?* 0 * 



• -r.", ■•■"«» P»°onn tor public sDealri. .°» 
A ship's curved beaklike prow. b.The£ 
urn, decorated with the Draws nf,.™ 'P^kew 
>udike or beaklike p* ec™ °L^^< 

callow. 4. Marked k yo P £^ 

» or damaged because of decay 3 To dt'r EC *»- 
:o decay or decompose —a L a. Thi. IBo '- 
•• of being ratten. £ „. C^^^of 
■n : diseases marked by the breakdown "f fluke - 
« fung,, bacteria, or microorganisms^ A 

- decay of flesh. 5. Nonsense^™ „■ 1^- 
impatience. —Used to 

• wheel] L Ch/e/Iy Bnt . A rost „ 

t A round or rotation of duties 3 p™ c f B <* 
of prelates that serves as an ecdeslas^ R °*- 
i »n) n. A member of the RouryS*,' C0Un - 
:ionaI service club. a nuior 

[Med Lat. rotariiu < Lat. rata whe,n „ 
■r marked by rotation, esp. axial rotTtio? 0 ^ 
dev.ce that routes around an axis. 1 

L An engine, as a turbine, in which 
«y. W. « vanes. 1 A radial enfe' » 
nd a stationary crankshaft hos « 
4 hanow cons " tin S «f » of freely ^ 
>w having , series of hoes arranged on a revoj 

T^f"^'™* » CVlin(i « » Which CUrv , 

•hat when they revolve the, will prim ^ 
'tary plow. 

it-«d, -tat-in* .tate.. [La t . mUK 

0 turn on an axis. 1 To proceed " Lu e '' « 

• cause rotation. 2. To grow or plan. ffi " : 
-on. -a*. Having radiatin/parts 

1 n. L a. Motion in which the path nf ^, 
*« » a circle or circular arc cCered 

an internal , , s <the axja , ro ™£ d on a 
aplete cycle o: such motion ■ Itfvo, , m a 
:ransformation consisting "aZ£T 
t angular displacements of coorX^ 
ing fixed. J. Uniform sequential variation* 

• 1. Of, relating to, causing, or marked h„ 
or occurring in succession" or Xn^l 

}ne that rotates 

Jl repetition or routine ^ 
-•>nd. orig.] The sound of surf breaking on 

• of Ce raanic orig.] A medieval stringed 

£ C ex»i«;H d r riS t m ) A w ^te cry* 
^..extracted from the roots of derris and 

■I Inferior liquor 

NUi. Rotifera phylum rume < Ul rota. 
nnute .multicellular aquatic organisms of 

r fh *l antenor «d a wheellike ring of 
r "3l), rotiF erocu adj - 

2dl lUt rot * "heel + -form.] Shaped 

ylto.rtoisurie < OFr. rosr/wene < roso'r. 

- J i- A cooking device equipped with a 
as meat, is roasted. 2. A shopor resuu- 

-a to order. 

unit of weight used in countries border- 



ather «p«t Cbe hw which r pit 
°* 6 paw, for oi noise 6b took 



^t^:^o £t JJS^ ^ » Cerent 

transferred from an^he^Jr ,^? lcttCrS " d pictw » a " 
paper or plastic, in a To^p^l^fV W a WC , b of °" te ^ « 
section^ produced by rotopvure materul, as a newspaper 

'Slcrical ormeclSc^de^ce 0 ^^^ A J° utin « P 3 " of « 
tai aixfoUs, as that of a hehco Dte r assemH y of rota «^ norizon- 
rotor ship a A ship proneMpd I h w « 

operated by wind power 7 De 0r more ^ cylindrical rotors 

ltrtotill (ro'ta-tfl') vr '-tui-H . 

ROWlLLER.] To turn ov^ r V t ^' tn *' [Back-formation < 
RctotiU-er (ro'ts-tn^r) ?*±™ U 7P low - 
rot ten ( T 6x*n) adj. -«r Sv mark for a roui y cultivator, 
or decayed : DEcoMfosioi H^vf rotC ? < ON rotimL ) L ^trefied 
suffiestive of decay : nrnmzT?} foul °d° r rc5Uadn S from or 
i. Morally comipt^zsnc^l^^^und or weak by rot 
climate> -rot'ten-ly adv rot-t* ! WR£TCHED < a ^tten 



rotogravure • rounded 

" me jough M) "«»ed, ^n-ing. ^xu. To make or be- 

• h "^ tTo 1 'h^' ) r Vt • hewed °' *~» (-hK-SonO. -hew 
ro^h^Jj rough hm'*' t " nbe ' ) rou « hJ >'' ^i 11101 " finishin * 
-^.hoo^^ous') a Rowdy, boisterous play or behavior. 

JUft flumag,. andTI!!; K t ( I afl . < « 1d ) °- A hawk, Buteo irgopiiJ. with 

in o fh* Lit. 



rotten borough a An ^ n * nc ~ ZL 

but the same voting power « foA?r mct onJ y a fcw vote " 

rottcMtone (rot^-ston" I A ^ P °^ ous , districts - 
uct of decomposed siliceous lim^« c vaner y of ^P 0 ^ ^ Prod- 

western Germany where it was ori» i J < Rottwej 'i cit y south- 
haviiuj a stocky body, short MackS, J 1 A Cemun brecd of dog 

rotund (rd-tund') id/ ?u t ™,5i ' ^ ton face mar ^- 
ized by roundness : roumdS r^™ < ^ whccL ^ ^ Character- 
-rotundly adv. -xo^^r. 0IOUS - 3 ' plump ; CHUBBY. 

rirtun-da (ro-cun'da) n ritaiTr 11 ' * 

1 A circular hall or butfdin* ' l m * of rotund ^ rotund.] 

with a high ceiling, as a hSkSw?* mth a domc - A ^ ™* 
ro'tun-dity (ro-riin'dl-ti) n d1 , nn. 
or plump. 2. A rorund object or ™ C Slate of ^ TOUI »d 

rotter (iWh^JS^, 
vated land < lat ruptura action ^ i , OFr < ro£u «- newI y culti- 
commoner. ^ * acUon of bre *^ng < rumpe,*, to break.] A 



rou 
rou 



rblc or ru ble (rtSoTwh „ tr „.m- i 

ire. to rotate < rotd. wh?."' i 1 t0 breilc °n a < Ut 



*A ^lumagfan^ ftff* ^ Wd) a A hawk. But,( 
roughneck fniP ^l™ fcath crs covering the less 
«>U«b^d4r ( ^?^ aLAfl ""couth pers^nl. A rowdy 
^«p. 0 ; c ( ^d,r) a LA skilled rider of Twined 
member (0 f the ]« u, b '" ks hor ^ fo / rid ing. iRou^dci a 

*y«'l«de (rt^fidS* 10 P«vent shpping. 2. Marked by brutalforce 
Mus. a. An eml4ni V r < rou/e/ ' 10 ro11 < ° fr roier — Roll] 
notes sung to one svnfki ? l consist «« of a rapid run of several 

rou^eau^ an ^ked. A ^ A shcC ° f meat roUcd 

dinL of wh^Vui ^ 1 » e *. ttX 07 • leau » f" ,0z '> f Fr - < OFr. told. 
^ roU; «p. of cotL^ k ^ whcc1 ' dim * of ^ A 

Jjt rotajV A^m^W^ - OFr < f° uc ^ dim. of ioii* wheel < 

of tempered steeT^ch^ ^ J? rest m " ^ A smalJ ^tned 
stam'nf ^ " ^oraaoSUn 10 / ^ 3nd UScd t0 ^ rows of 
"amps- 3. Short corxseo!^ en « ravui « or on a sheet of postage 
V ^ 'ofcasv Vt ™ Cmoa * °"de between IndMdud 
-lette.. To divide "^J3£ ntun i ^ -"" ed, -lett-in* 
Rou-ma-ni-an f rrt x.™ v a roulette. 

NU*. U«,mi ne- 3aj -min'yon) a d/. & a. wr . o/ Ruma- 



rotare. to rotate < «ai wheeMA ?"? t0 oreak on a u — - 
rouge (rflozh) a f Fr < 3Sr i ^J ech , CrOUS 01311 : RAJCE - 
pink cosmetic for VoteriS : A ^ cheeks r Ut i njbci » J A "d or 
chiefly ferric oxide, used to m2S 1 A reddish powder, 

roos-in* roure^ — vr L To^ml c ^ or glass, -r. rou^ect 
-W. To use rouge as a coTmctic gC ^ Z To color ^ 

rouge. 

rouge et noir (rdb2h' 1 nw3Ki « rt 

card game played at a table marked wi£ black J A ambling 
diamond-shaped spots on which bS a « 5.^? " d a " d ^ bIack 
rough (ruf) dd/. -*»t, fMF < nc 

bumpy surface. 2. Coarse or sham to th7T' J ^^"^ an """en 
shin> 3. Marked by violent ^55 o ?.^ f J 0Uch <a rou ^ woolen 
4. Severely inclement T^L^ i ^ ^ 1 ^ < rou * A 
t Not gentle or careful rSS^^JS*? 0 * or 
savage. 8. Rude : uncouth 9 /^5;^ trcat mcnt> 7. Brutal : 
dure or do : onncuLT M I fSSh^ M 171 " ° r un P leasa nt to en- 
sound>ltHanhorsLrptoAet^5 C Wf 5 a rou «n- "«Pin« 
lacking finesse offi ^ < a ro ^ immature wi ne > 

«jms> 14. Not eomple'Sd™ P^rfec^oJ n n a n na ? iraJ 1 State <rou & 
iketch> 15. Requiring physiS stren »h dC ? iJcd < a ro ^ 
^lighlaboO -alRuSidov? ^ 1 Hthcr mtelligence 
^ course left ^nm'ow^Wn^S Ta* V* C ^ of a 
difficult pan or state 4 Som«hinJ I 3l A f 0 ^- irregular, or 
*bed. 5. A crude fii^S^™^^ ° Ut 
lendy rMANHA^^^ ^"g? p ^o jreat roughl y of^ 
prepare in a rough or unfintiTd fo™ V? 1 r> 3 * To mdicate or 
-cdv. In a rough way ™£ \ h out a buUding plan> 

sure. - TO u»h it B WdSl Se^fc CmdC ° f UnfiSishc d 
forts<roughed it for three da vs in ?h" C ^ V l mencw and com- 
-rou^hly adv. -roulth ne« a * ^ W00ds > ""^'ex a 

umtett Pans of cer- 

-ugb.and. r ead T ^^SSi^ 

WSSr^^ by roughness 

rough breath livo - „ , , <a mu &h-<md-tumble fight> 

^MT^VriVS"' T n l m Greek «*« *« of 



round 1 n * TO r. o; kuma- 

"^^m^S^JOfr.nnde < La t . rotundu, < rota, 
*on. 3. Having a curved 1 C J rcular or ™™**t in cross «c- 

nounced wiff the^^"^ not flat or angular. 4. Pro^ 
Expressed «?es^H ^ 1 WhoIe or c °mplete : 
fracnonai B. Not exact . JSS^ " 3 whoIc number or integer : not 
round amount> : I-S <" 

J. Fufl in mnersoNORous in Rn.wr ^ In * com Pl«ion : hnished. 
fl. Blunt : outspoken S rm?J? dy <a roufl d jogging pace> 
^'^^O^T^ liDonTvriSi M 
mg round. 2. a. Some^in^ s P an ^ng> _ a L Thc f ^ 
round, b. A iouirfSSS^if! reIe ' ^ ol ?' disk, or ring, that U 
on a ladder. 4. A cut o b^e7 f rom ?h, ^ or cro ^ ba ^ a ^ 

shank and the rump. 5 A l^ t? 2 " ? f thc ^ ^^"n ^ 
«ound a circle or about an f 1 **°& : 5* OU? - * Movement 
course, succession, or series^, ^ T 1 ,^ A complete 
round.. A course of r,,» rt < mUDd oi meetings> ?. o/ten 
P^ces.lO.Acon^ete ^nt^rTn^ ?I^ ribed rf uu^ actforTor 
m a group, li A P «u5fc^3iS»? 0 ft^ ° DC driak for " ch P^^n 
single shot or volley b W cheering or applause. 13. a. A 
sUce of bread. a U. A rounded 

distance to a target b^rfSt^^ il0m a 
sports that occupies a qSffcd ^ " tt of ^ ™ ^mes and 
Plays, or allows each P^er a ruT 17 ZfT * CtTUin numbcr of 
or more voices in which each voiJl'n^' A ^J™"™ for two 
the same melody. ro^l^ 1 " Cnte ^ at a different time with 
make round. L To i^oS^^ 1 ^. 1- To 

make plump : mx bur 4 ToTnn/ ," ^ : la mauze. 3. To 
express as a round number* I To^ffc? : ««« 5. To 

make a rum about or T^ oll^f ^nf?™ 1 ° f 7 * To 
highway> «. To surround : encomwss 9 Tn ^ a CUrVe « 105 
ceed in a circular course, ?Tb b!;Jl ° VC 7 " usc t0 P ro " 
cucular course. 3. To turn abolt Jon ' ' r ° Und Z To a 
come filled out, curved, or jfi* V S aaa ^ : "virm. 4. To be- 
faction, -round up. L To "our »5 f • ^ "^^on or per- 
1 To herd (cattle) '^ir^^^^ 1 
-prep. 1 Around. 2. From the h^n„ P l ' Around. 

the stage m the center of the audienc" 1 iCl^ch "? Und * L With 
free of a background <a status 7n ^ ^ Snaped 50 » t0 stand 
round* (rounS vt «S^2 """^ " ro ^*'n«. a 

< OE runian.] Archmc.Twn^pTr ^* [ME rou ^« 

TSS^^ - 1* A 

3. Chiefly Brit A traffic circle Bnt - A merry-gcround. 

"a^l in • AVA^22^,£r^^th, dancers „■ 
a circular direction around the room pln proceed » 

round-ed ( roun-d,d, ^ j.^ ^ a cjrc|c or ^ 





stationary wave n. A standing wave 

8 *? ti ° n break a A pause in a broadcast program to allow for 
identification of the network or station 

station-er (stTsha-nsr) a [ME staciouner < Med. Lat station- 
anus, shopkeeper < statio . shop < Ul, station.] L A seller of sta- 
tionery. 2. Obs. a. A publisher, b. A bookseller 

"■**? n ** r T (iti'shwiert) a L Writing paper and envelopes. 
2. Wnnng or typing materials. ^ v ^ 

station house n L A police station. 2. A fire sution. 

^ESSEST" (Sti ' sh3n -^ ,u '> - ^ o«icUl to char* o, . 

^fkfai^^f P,a L A devotion consists ° f 

cnurcn to commemorate 14 events in the passion of Jesus. Z The 14 

Srd ^.°r"l g0n 11 ,A5 ^ving an extended interior, 

tmrd seat or luggage platform, and a taihuK 

"mtri^ (n> S US i ak) a ^ d *n»X, < statistics.] 1. A nu- 
merical datum. 2. An estimate of a parameter, as of the population 

tad 3"? fcX * ^ a^aTy Sd encapsulated 

,rahw,,e 1 r bryozoan from which new individuab develop 
after the parent colony has disintegrated 

, S»t«T„l ( ^ t ''1 ISt 2 V smi11 "S" 1 of "> inver- 

tebrates, connsting of a fluid-filled sac containing statoliths that help 
indjcate position when the animal moves. P 

SSoc^ snun m0TaWe concretion of " Icium 

"s^fndTl^f ? r) 11 [Ut * one that stands « ^"tt P I» n °f «o 
o»iurhin? Uon l l 7 ° f ' machine, such as a motor, dynamo, 
or turbine, about which a rotor turns. 

^r,?" SCOpe & tJt '**°P0 " 1- A barometer for recording smaU 
vananons in atmospheric pressure. 2. A device for indicating small 
changes in an airplane's altitude. * 
stat-u-ar-y (stich'SWrt) n, pi. -1m. [Partly < Lat. statuaha an of 
making statues, and partly < Lat. jtaruarim, sculptor, both < statu- 
anus. of a statue < statu* sut ue.] L Statues coUectively. 1 A sculp- 
ror. j. i ne art or making sutues. 

-see statute ] A form or likeness sculpted, modeled carved or 
cast m material such as stone, clay, wood, or bronze ' 

n?H^-t 8qUC (stach,(5o ^ k ') «*■ Like a statue, esp. in size grace 
or dignity: STATELY. -•tat'u-e.quelvadv * ' 

stafu-ette (sttch'tfb*f) n. A small statue 

^V^V^'if [M£ < 0Fr < Ut - < wan PPart of 

store, to stand.] 1. The natural height of a human or animaJ £*v in 
an upright position. 1 A level achieved : status V 

T^lifT' ""^ tt CL f X ' condi "on, p.part of sure, to sund 1 

iLZ ?i m> \ A , SUff! ° f pr0grcss or development, l a. Relative 
Eians^ h^JT? ° f ^ 3 S0Cial SyStem <thc ^ *"« <5 

status quo (sti'us kwo', stiras) n. [Lat., state in which 1 The 
existing condition : state op a/fairs. ' wlc m wmcn J * he 

*toV£ r ? 0rd Q ' A com P utcr st0 »« c location which provides data 
to restore an interrupted program 

^T*** 1 * < stich '>^*»I> «fr 1. Enacted, regulated or autho- 

s 8 ^ fc A r E r bUshcd by ie ^ tive 

statutory offense a A legal offense declared by statute 
statutory rape n. Sexual intercourse with ? 2l who "has not 

reached the sututory age of consent ^ 
staunchi (stdnch, stinch) also stanch (stinch stfnrM 

-t. [ME .ttunche, watertight < 0**J^' ?%*>& r *Z 



stanch, -see stanch.] L Firm and steadfast X 
strong construction or constitution. oaa„. i : % \ i 
commonly spelled jtaunch. but the verb^J?? 
spelled iMnch. staunchly adv. ^tinlj? tt I 
stauncht (stflnch, stanch) v. rar o/sta?5°C^ I 
stau-ro-Ute (stor->Uf ) n ^ [Fr <Gk ^ NQi ' 4 \j 
black mineral, chiefly Mlk^OH^ ' 



.t*v«. -n. L To break in or puS^Z**** &SS\ 
smash a hole in. 3. To crush or hJ$^**fftZS 
crushed m. -*t*ve ott To keep o7war7h 
staves (stivz) tt var. pi. of staff. ?J d 06 ^ 



^ move stealth 
- it* Without the 
J* oitch- 

Wh<* hSy or unobt 

f & ^^"fME ■ 

f adv. 




b. Er 



^ of energy- 

^t 1 " 0 ^ or covered 
'i>fl£ become v 



uu iriMuuM. ». io Jteep up in , „„-"• * '° Wja.r't: I pressure, 

in poker without raising it ~ n l To ° f^t- 1 ^!i^iit 0- A com 

postpone : deUy. 3. To delay 2? « W:2jjt »' I *5^ered from t 

legal action or mandate. 4. To satisfy tt m e "f.?M^^^| l > i, fS&oe a An 
"" k • •— « ~ - )"eniD0B n i. > «>. •■ e»»*r m into m« 

net . T ^? J .w a irs. 




ger with a snack> 5. Obs 
halting : checx 1 The act u, 
residence or visiting. 4. Suspension or oostW 
<a «d 7 of execution> ^tponemeat of??*^, 

* syns: stay, sojourn, visit v cm, 
guest or lodger <5t^yed with friends> m ^:to to ^ 
Stayt (sti) vt, .tayed, .taring ita i rn . 

eitaie, a support, of Germanic on? 1 1 t 1 r ^yet h ■ , .tMBw—i- — 

sustain mentally or spiritually. ^Zl^*" or I *S> < stfiD 2' f I 

t A support : brace. 2. A strip of ° B fu 0l > I ^*l rtv** ° f h 

stiffen a garment. 3. itay,. A corset P QC ' 0r ■ ^«ms. 



8tay M sU)n. [ME^QEs^nL^ 
a brace or support for a mast or spar 1 A 01 * 
something, -v. .tayed, stay^ "^^^iS? 4 * 
stay^To put (a ship) on th^^ c ^^ 



-JJ. or wort stoppage ^X^tfe- 
stay-sail (sU'»l, -saT) n Nam A tri,„ , "* 
St. Bernard (sanf ter-Jri') n t£ ^S^ 11 ^ «,» 
stead (stfd) n. [ME «ed e < o E i Th, ni™ &nu?4 
<My friend went to the meS^ " A ****** 
•tcadin^ steads To be S Vrf«l/ Y Kedi > r ° 
stead^tai.ostid.r^tftS 



OE stede f out 

ing : STEADY. 

— atead'fast ne M n 



stead*y (stid'6) Ad;.' -i. er , -i-est. L Firm iB 

neu n * u 1 ] T -- 7 

Steady state n. A stable condition that does not ctu* ^ s 

8tead T .state theory (sted'e-suf) a A cosaokcJ *e- 
that assumes that tie large-scale view of the uni^^SS 
of the position of the observer in space and tine ,nd ^7?^ 
sion of the universe, required on other ground* u ca- w t 
by the continuous creation of matter 
steak (stak) n. [ME ^yie < 0 N steik.} L A r ;« d =« . 
«ef, typically cut in a thick slice across the muscle cijl I * » 
sUce of a large fish cut across the body. 3. A parn d cc=: » 
that has been prepared like a steak. 
8tC i J 101150 °- A restaurant. specialidng in betf>:«k£» 
steak knife n. A table knife with a sharp, ocui m 
steak tar-tare (tartar*) n. [steai + f r . tamrt. Tjtx ! * ' 
raw ground beef mixed with onion, seasoning and n* tts 
"^f 1 (st5l) v. stole (stfll), sto-len (stoTaal. -*» 
[ME jtelen < OE stelanj — vt. L To take (the propem 
without right or permission. 2. To get or jcconpliih xzr* ** 



I pat 3 pay ir care i father i pet the bw wlu * 
I tie lr pier d pot 6 toe d paw, for oi not* * m 



ft^ff steamship «bi 
^^tcrCstern'f: 
»t^f *d repair of ^ 
U ni?0 ^ine systems. 
c**% °beating aA- 
^ilerbPi^ 10 »; 
tf ' m So» n. An iron 
•^rT^e article that 

^'^dwith a heavy r 
S P o rirresUtible force 

or level with a 
^rce.-vi.Tomov 

"driven screws or r 

" tm shovel a A st 
tahle a A tab 
^arm by steam or 
.trim turbine aA t 

I -rcted against or throv 
,uim-y (sta'me) adh - 
j j:«my kitchen > Z. 

f l T jjv. -#team'i*ne» 
ttr-ap-sin (stfi-ip'sln) 
of pancreatic juice 

lc:ds ind glycerol. 
•te-**rate (stS'>rJf , st 

at itrjnc acid, 
•tr-ar-ic (ste-arTk, stir 

Or relating to, or simila 
stearic acid n. A 

CH,iCH,)itCOOH, occu 
•te-a-rixi (stC'ar-In, stir 

.-oiortesa, odorless, us! 

C^'Ct.Hjsdh, used i 

ur.-A L Stearic acid. 3- 
•te-a*rop*tene (st£'.- 

* !t --1 J The portion of . 

*i:ite crysulline solid c 
•te-atite (stt'o-tfr*) r. 
uUow ] A massive 
:niula$ion. — ♦te'a* 
•tcato- pre/. [Gk. < st 
•te-a-tol-y-sia (ste'^-i 

t™* to assimilation. 

•te-at-o-pyg-i-a 

"t*? 1 Excessive accur. 
rT «^* ( pHTk, -pHIk), « 

** ioo< ou out th t 
zhviaion 
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DELAY CIRCUIT 
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Elements of linear-sweep delay 
circuit. T = delay time; V R - 
reference voltage; tj = time. 



LINEAR-SWEEP GENERATOR 

i or v 



Sawtooth waveform of a linear- 
sweep generator. Current i or 
voltage v is plotted against time t. 



some previously known flow are small compared with the speed 
of sound; as a result, the equations of motion can be approxi- 
mated by retaining only those terms which are linear in distur- 
bance or perturbation velocities, pressures, densities, and so 
forth. { !lin a e-d l rtzd ,the-3Te av 'flu-ad ,flo } 

linear light [nav] In marine operations, a luminous signal 
having perceptible length, as contrasted with a point light, which 
does not have perceptible length. { 'lin-e-ar ,ITt } 

linear - logarithmic intermediate - frequency amplifier 
[electr] Amplifier used to avoid overload or saturation as a 
protection against jamming in a radar receiver. { 'lin-e-ar ,lag- 
a'rith'mik (in-tarlme-de-at |fre*kwan-se 'am-pla.fT-ar } 

linearly dependent quantities [math] Quantities that sat- 
isfy a homogeneous linear equation in which at least one of the 
coefficients is not zero. { 'lin-e-arle di;pen-dant 'kwan-ta.tez ) 

linearly disjoint extensions [math] Two extension fields E 
and F of a field k contained in a common field such that any 
finite set of elements in E that is linearly independent when E is 
regarded as a vector space over k remains linearly independent 
when E is regarded as a vector space over F. { |lin-e-arle 
Idisjbint ik'sten-chanz } 

linearly graded Junction [electr] A pn junction in which 
the impurity concentration does not change abruptly from do- 
nors to acceptors, but varies smoothly across the junction, and 
is a linear function of position. { 'lin-e-arle |grad-ad 'jagk- 
shan } 

linearly independent quantities [math] Quantities which 
do not jointly satisfy a homogeneous linear equation unless all 
coefficients are zero. { 'lin-e-arle" ,uvda;pen*dant 'kwan*ad- 
«} 

linearly ordered set [math] A set with an ordering « such 
that for any two elements a and b either a^b or b^a. Also 
known as chain; serially ordered set; simply ordered set. { 'lin- 
e*arle |6rdard 'set } 

linear magnetic amplifier [electr] A magnetic amplifier 
employing negative feedback to make its output load voltage a 
linear function of signal current. { ' linear mag|ned*ik 'am* 
pla.frar } 

linear manifold [math] A subset of a vector space which is 

itself a vector space with the induced operations of addition and 

scalar multiplication. { 'lin-e-ar 'manifold } 
linear meter [eng] A meter in which the deflection of the 

pointer is proportional to the quantity measured. | 'linear 

'med-ar } 

linear model [stat] A mathematical model in which linear 
equations connect the random variables and the parameters. 
Also known as linear hypothesis. { 'lin-e-ar 'mad-al } 

linear modulation [commun] Modulation in which the am- 
plitude of the modulation envelope (or the deviation from the 
resting frequency) is directly proportional to the amplitude of 
the intelligence signal at all modulation frequencies. { 'lin-e- 
ar ,maj-a'la-shan } 

linear molecule [phys chem] A molecule whose atoms are 
arranged so that the bond angle between each is 180°; an ex- 
ample is carbon dioxide, C0 2 . { 'Iin*e-ar 'mal'a.kyiil ] 
linear momentum See momentum. { 'lin-e-ar ma' men-tarn } 
linear motion See rectilinear motion. ( 'lin-e-ar 'mo-shan ) 
linear motor [elec] An electric motor that has in effect been 
split and unrolled into two flat sheets, so that the motion between 
rotor and stator is linear rather than rotary. { 'linear 'mod-ar | 
linear network [elec] A network in which the parameters of 
resistance, inductance, and capacitance are constant with respect 
to current or voltage, and in which the voltage or current of 
sources is independent of or directly proportional to other volt- 
ages and currents, or their derivatives, in the network. Also 
known as linear circuit. { 'lin-e-ar 'net.wark } 
linear operator See linear transformation. { 'lin-e-ar 'ap*a,rad- 
ar| 

linear order [math] Any order < on a set S with the property 
that for any two elements a and b in S either a<b orb<a. Also 
known as complete order; simple order; total order. { 'lin-e-ar 
'or-dar } 

linear oscillator See harmonic oscillator. [ 'lin-e-ar 'as-a,lad- 
w) 

linear parallax See absolute stereoscopic parallax. ( 'lin-e-ar 
'para,laks } 

linear parallel texture [petr] The parallel texture of a rock 
in which the constituents are parallel to a line, not just to a plane 
as in plane parallel texture. { 'lin-e-ar |para,lel 'teks-char } 



linear-phase [electr] Pertaining t0 a fii 
whose image phase constant is a linear I , <*m 
[ 'lin-e-ar ,faz } ^^J? 
linear polarization [optics] Polarize 
netic wave i — *' — 1 — ' 
remains pointing i 
nitude. Also known as \ 
ra'za-shan } ^ I "^Tl 

A polymer wk,'^ 



: in which the electric vectoTaffi^ 
riming in a fixed direction, althon 

' Plane polarizaUoa^,^ 1 



linear polymer [org chem] 



"Si 



arranged in a chainlike fashion with few hr^l" 
between the chains. { 'lin-e-ar 'pal-a-m^ 
linear power amplifier [electr] Apowi 
the signal output voltage is directly pronon* 
input voltage, f 'Hn-e-ar 'paii-ar .am-pU frT^*- 
llnear program:. ,g [math] The studTIi 

minimizing a linear function /U, *) s«k* ^ 

straints which are linear inequalities bivolv^ 18 
i 'lin-e-ar 'pro.gram-in ) ~ 
llnear-quadratic-gausslan problem [co N * 
mal-state regulator problem, containing GauJ ^v' 
the state and measurement equations, in^^^S* 
value of the quadratic performance index kt & 
Abbreviated LQG problem. { 'lin-e^rkwvZ. 1 *^ 
.priiMam } w ***^ 
linear rectifier [electr] A rectifier, the owi-, 
voltage of which contains a wave having a 
that of the envelope of an impressed sion^i^ 1 ^ 
'rek-ta.ft-ar } 

linear regression [stat] The straight Iii* i£ 
the points of a scatter diagram about which the an 
is smallest, as defined, for example, by the least a 
{ 'lin-e-ar ri'gresh-an | 

linear regulator problem [contsys] Atype^f 
trol problem in which the system to be controlled 
by linear differential equations and the perfomuac? 
minimized is the integral of a quadratic functkw^ 
state and control functions. Also known as 
problem; regulator problem. { 'lin-e-ar Wva- 
lam } ™' 

linear repeater [electr] A repeater used in - 
satellites to amplify input signals a fixed amount, * 
traveling-wave tubes or solid-state devices < " 
linear region. { 'lin-e-ar ri'ped-ar } 

linear scale See uniform scale. { |luve-ar 'ska f ^ 

linear scanning [eng] Radar beam which mover 
stant angular velocity through the scanning s 
be a complete 360°. ( 'lin-e-ar 'skan-in } 

linear space See vector space. { 'lin-e-ar 'spas 

linear speed method [ord] Method of calculate 
firing data in which the future position of a movm 
determined by finding the direction of flight and ^ 
speed of the target; by multiplying the ground speed 1 
of flight of the projectile, the future position is 
{ 'lin-e-ar 'sped ,meth-ad } 

linear Stark effect [atom phys] A splitting of 
of hydrogenlike atoms placed in an electric field; 
level of principal quantum number n is split into 2a- 
tant levels of separation proportional to the fields! 
e*ar 'stark i.fekt } , ^ 

linear stopping power See stopping power. ( " 
t pau-ar } . 

linear strain [mech] The ratio of the change¥ . 
a body to its initial length. Also known as 1< 
{ 'lin-e-ar |stran | , - ( 

linear sweep [electr] A cathode-ray sweep a 
beam moves at constant velocity from one side of At 
the other, then suddenly snaps back to the starting nt 
e-ar |swep | - 

linear-sweep delay circuit [electr] A widely 
linear time-delay circuit in which the input signal ' 
by a linear sawtooth generator, such as the ^^J, 
integrator, whose output is then compared with I 
direct-current reference voltage level. I '^^^ 
.sarkat } -^t^C 

linear-sweep generator [electr] An electron*, 
provides a voltage or current that is a linear i. 
the waveform is usually recurrent at uniform ~ t 
{ 'lin-e-ar |swep jen-a.rSd-ar } , , '^j&fc 

linear system [cont sys] A system in which fie . 



